Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy

September 21, 2015

Department of Conservation
801 K Street, MS 24-02

Sacramento, California 95814

Attention: Aquifer Exemption

To Department of Conservation:

This letter is in response to the proposed expansion of the current aquifer exemption designation for the
Dollie sands of the Pismo formation in the Arroyo Grande oil field, located in unincorporated San Luis
Obispo County near the intersection of Ormonde Road and Price Canyon Road. The purpose of this letter
is to document our concerns and request additional information associated with the aquifer exemption
request by Freeport-McMoRan Oil & Gas LLC (FM O&G). We appreciate the opportunity to express our
concerns associated with this aquifer exemption request by FM O&G. We have reviewed the available
public documentation associated with this request and associated regulatory guidance documents made
available by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the State of California. Whenever
possible we have cited the information and regulations discussed in this letter. Please realize that we
understand the historical significance of this oil field and recognize that FM O&G has been a good
neighbor and we generally support the oil production in the region and recognize its importance for
economic viability for the County. However, being so close to the vicinity of the proposed exemption
areas we feel it is necessary, on behalf of our family and our neighbors, to provide public comments and
submit requests for additional information as allowed by Public Resources Code section 3131 Part
(a).3.b.

The proposed aquifer exemption request is being considered by the California Department of
Conservation, Division of Oil, Gas and Geothermal Resources (“Division”), in consultation with the State
Water Resources Control Board and the Central Coast Regional Water Quality Control Board (herein
referred to as “the Water Boards”) as presented in the Notice of Proposed Aquifer Exemption published
August 20, 2015 (Division, 2015). It is anticipated that this letter and the disposition of all comments will
be included within the aquifer exemption proposal to the EPA (if approved). It is also our understanding

both the Division and the Water Boards preliminarily concur that the proposed aquifer exemption area
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meets the criteria for exemption under Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), title 40, section 146.4 {40

CFR 146.4] because it does not currently serve as a source of drinking water, and it will not serve as a
source of drinking water in the future because this area is currently hydrocarbon producing or is capable
of hydrocarbon production (Division, 2015). Additionally, the Division and the Water Boards also
preliminarily concur that the injected fluid associated with the proposed Class 1l injection wells would be
exempted and are not expected to affect the water quality that is, or may reasonably be, used for any

beneficial use, due to geologic conditions and hydraulic controls (Division, 2015).

In light of recent developments in California and new understanding of how the program is implemented,
scrutiny of the Aquifer Exemption program has been warranted (CWA, 2015). The underground Injection
Control (UIC) program is included in the nation’s landmark drinking water law because its purpose is to
prevent endangerment of underground sources of drinking water. While Safe Water Drinking Act (SDWA)
mandated that UIC program activities shall not “interfere with or impede” injection associated with oil and
gas production, it also notes that this is true “unless such requirements are essential to assure that
underground sources of drinking water will not be endangered by such injection” (CWA, 2015). The
Division is currently reviewing its entire UIC program and has acknowledged that the aquifer exemption
program needs to be updated, we hope this specific aquifer exemption request is carefully reevaluated
after the public comment phase of this project and before approval of the exemption. While modeling the
behavior of the injected fluids is not required, we highly recommend that migration modeling for
exemptions pertaining to the aquifer be performed to ensure that the injected fluid does not migrate

outside the injection zone.

My name is | Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy land my family owns properties at 1~ "Ex. 6 - Personai Privacy _iSan Luis

Obispo, California, 93401. Our property is located approximately 6,300 feet to the northeast of Ormonde
Road and Price Canyon Road intersection. Our parcels are located adjacent to the Arroyo Grande Oilfield
(AROF) boundary as can be shown on a vicinity map in Figure 1 of Attachment 1. My family has owned
this ranch property since 1979 and we utilize the land for livestock and residential purposes. We currently
have a water well used for beneficial purposes on our property (e.g. livestock, water supply, drinking
water, etc.) on our property and our primary concern is that the proposed activities will compromise the
integrity, quality, and/or quantity of our existing underground source of drinking water (USDW) system. As
of 2012, the water quality in our USDW is safe to drink, Attachment 2 provides water quality and well
development information for our specific USDW. The applicant nor the Division has contacted us to
perform baseline groundwater quality sampling. It should also be noted that in 1981 we experienced oil
bubbling onto our property that was associated with steam injection from the AROF (also referred to as

the Price Canyon oilfield)- which at the time, the Price Canyon operations were being operated by Grace
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Petroleum. Please refer to Attachment 3 that provides the newspaper article from Saturday, July 11, 1981

from the local newspaper (now referred to as “The Tribune”). As you can see, our past experience with
hydrocarbon contamination on our property greatly concerns us with the future potential of the proposed
expanded operation by FM O&G’s aquifer exemption request. This also contradicts the statements from
the Division and the Water Boards that the AROF is not hydraulically connected to our properties and
potentially a large number of other properties within the region that also rely on beneficial uses of water
as defined by the state. We are also concerned the addition of new Class I wells within our vicinity will
have the potential to exacerbate any potential hydraulic connectivity that may exist between our USDW
and the oilfieid.

The comments and request for information provided in this letter are based on our concerns for our family
and other potentially affected individuals within the region, in addition to concerns associated with
protection of human health and the environment. We understand that more than 4,000 aquifer
exemptions have been approved over the history of the UIC program and that the vast majority of these
have been straightforward actions that were completed in a timely manner (EPA, 2014). However, in our
opinion, this specific aquifer exemption request is considerably more complex due to specific site
conditions associated with the proposed request, which we intend to highlight in this letter. We believe the
specific site conditions and lack of critical elements within FG O&M'’s application will and should lead to
protracted discussions between the public, the EPA, and local and state authorities. Based on our review
of pertinent regulatory and site specific documentation, the aquifer exemption request by FM O&G shouid
be denied by the local and state authorities, and the EPA based on lack of adequate and sufficient
technical, scientific, environmental monitoring, and legal information presented by FM O&G. We strongly
believe that the aquifer exemption request falls under the category of a substantial program revision as
discussed in EPA (2014); therefore, the Administrator shall ultimately be responsible for approving or

denying the request if it makes it to that level.

Contrary to typical requests under the UIC program, and the preliminary concurrence of the Division and
the Water Boards that this aquifer exemption meets regulatory criteria, we do not believe that the FG
0&G aquifer exemption request and aquifer exemption application clearly meets 40 CFR 146.4. This
aquifer exemption request is a substantial program revision and therefore requires a considerably more
complex review process. One reason for this, is because the proposed exempted area is located adjacent
to a large number of USDWs that are currently in use, and where the potential future use of the USDW is
unclear. Additionally, as evidenced in our comments and requests for additional information, FM O&G’s
application lacks sufficient factual, technical, and legal basis for determination or approval of the request.

Based on these findings, we are surprised that the EPA Region 9 and the state UIC program managers
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have not scheduled a discussion, as recommended in EPA (2014), prior to submittal of the aquifer

exemption application by FM O&G. There are numerous technical issues that require additional attention
that should have been addressed prior to submittal of the FM O&G aquifer exemption application. If such
discussions between the EPA and UIC program managers have occurred, then clearly there lacks robust
recordkeeping available to the public. Piease let us know if such discussions have occurred to date prior
to the public meeting on September 21, 2015. We highly recommend that the significant disagreement

presented in this public response document is elevated to a senior primacy program manager rather than

allowing this to persist at the staff level.

One particular area of concern for this aquifer exemption request is the lack of statistically sound
environmental monitoring data collected in the proposed aquifer exemption area and in surrounding areas
where USDWs might be affected. Essentially there are no monitoring studies currently being conducted to
quantify the amount of pollutants entering the environment and to monitor ambient levels for trends and
potential problems. Specifically there is not enough water quality information to adequately characterize
the existing groundwater quality conditions within the proposed exemption area or within the regional
wells being used for beneficial use that can be potentially affected hydraulically, as evidenced on our
property in 1981 from the AROF (see Attachment 3). Based on our review, there has been only one
groundwater sample analyzed (W-1) [URS, 2014] within the northern area of the AROF located north of
the Edna fault line but outside of the proposed aquifer exemption area. This is not significant enough to
show the water quality on the north side of the AROF or within the proposed aquifer exemption area
meets 40 CFR 146.4. in 2015, FM O&G installed four fiber optic temperature monitoring wells; however,

there appears to be no planned water quality monitoring program for these wells.

The SDWA directed the EPA to establish an UIC program to prevent endangerment of USDWs [Section
1421(b)(1)], and without aquifer exemptions certain types of energy production (e.g. oil and gas), solution
mining (e.g. uranium ISL facilities), or waste disposal would be severely limited in this country and restrict
economic growth. However, it is important that the expansion of this particular project does not threaten
or endanger the health and lives of the community and the environment for short-term economic gain of
one company. Please carefully consider that the applicant has not demonstrated that exemption of this
aquifer will not negatively impact the surrounding USDWs. There is general lack of qualified flow
modeling, lack of baseline monitoring, and lack of overall knowledge of the complex dynamics of the
groundwater system. The oil bubbling on our property in 1981 demonstrates the possibility that a
hydraulic connection exists between the AROF and aqueous subsurface areas outside of this “invisible”

surficial AROF boundary to the north. If this hydraulic connectivity does exist between the AROF and our
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property, there is potential for other areas not known to also be affected. We do not believe the applicant
has adequately proven this. While the areas within the proposed exemption area may not be suitable for

drinking water, this has not been proven in the application with sufficient monitoring data.

We believe that the approval of this aquifer exemption request will violate provisions of the UIC program
and will potentially fail to protect potential sources of drinking water for a large number of people outside
of the proposed exemption area boundary. We believe that FM O&G'’s current aquifer exemption
application has not shown with sufficient technical evidence that the proposed operational maintenance of
the environmental quality of the proposed aquifer exemption area in the face of seasonal variability and
the occurrence of accidents, failures, and extreme events. Similarly, there lacks sufficient studies on
earthquake or seismic activity known within the region and the potential effects on the existing
groundwater system or the potential for climate change including droughts or extreme storm events and
the effects on existing groundwater system. Since preliminary approval has been given without these
scientific elements or other elements such as sufficient monitoring and flow modeling, it appears there is
an overall lack of understanding by the Division and the Water Boards for the importance that system
identification and analysis and interpretation of field data are integral to the development of scientific
theories about the behavior of complex environmental systems. Until additional information is provided to
substantiate our findings, we strongly recommend that the Division provides a notice of incomplete
submittal to the application and specify substantially more information and studies be required by FM
0&G. We recommend that modeling software would be beneficial in predicting subsurface fluid (both
groundwater and injection) migration and Zone of Endangering Influence (ZEl) calculations for the permit
that has not been done thus far. Additionally, there is a lack of environmental monitoring data within the
actual proposed aquifer exemption area to determine existing groundwater quality conditions nor is there
any environmental monitoring data from any of the regional USDWs to determine baseline groundwater

conditions of potentially affected wells being used for beneficial sources.

We appreciate your time and effort on reviewing and responding to our comments which you will find after
the references and prior to the attachments of this letter. We request that the Division and the Water
Boards deny this application request until further information is made available and a detailed monitoring
program is in place to assure the public that our existing USDWs will remain safe for consumption for

future generations.

Sincerely,

Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy
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Comment Section A: General Comments about the Proposed Aquifer Exemption:

Comment #1A: The information provided in the aquifer exemption application provides geospatial
information that has not been made available to the public. This makes it particularly difficult to fully
ascertain the geographic locations of proposed boundaries, geologic features, and monitoring
information. Based on the documentation provided in the FEIR (Padre, 2004), USGS website GIS data
for faults, the SLO County website, and the aquifer exemption application documentation made available
to the public, none of this information is available for our review. Please make all geospatial information
available to the public for use in Geographic Information Systems (GIS) format (e.g. shapefiles). This
includes but is not limited to geologic features (e.g. Edna fauit line), Phase V boundaries, proposed
aquifer exemption boundary, and any other relevant project GIS information that is presented in the FM

0O&G aquifer exemption application or EIR (Padre, 2004).

Comment #2A: The inventoried water well locations (DWR Well Review) provided by CHG (2015) in
Appendix G 1-1 lacks owner name, contact information, and name of aquifer for specific water wells.
Please provide these in the form of tables in the application. Section C.1 of the Aquifer Exemption

Checklist (EPA, 2014) requires that these elements are included.

Comment #3A: There is no map in the application showing the areal extent of the exemption boundary
with all the domestic wells considered potentially down gradient of the exemption boundary. There is no
map showing domestic wells with hydraulic connection to the exemption boundary. Both of these are
required in Section C.1 of the Aquifer Exemption Checklist (EPA, 2014). Piease provide maps of both of

these in the resubmitted application.

Comment #4A: The map provided in Appendix | 1-2 (Figure 5-7) does not provide well identifiers

anywhere on the map. This makes it difficult to interpret. Please label the figure accordingly.

Comment #5A: There appears to be no map indicating direction and speed of groundwater in the aquifer
of proposed exemption. Section C.1 of the Aquifer Exemption Checklist (EPA, 2014) requires that these

elements are included. Please provide these maps and indicate how the information was obtained.
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Comment #6A: How does the applicant plan to demonstrate that the proposed injection and oit and gas

operations will not significantly affect the long term water quality and quantity outside of the proposed
aquifer exemption area? It is the responsibility of the Division and the Water Boards to make sure the
applicant shows that the aquifer is isolated from other sources of groundwater outside of the proposed
aquifer exemption area, that it will not affect the water quality of groundwater outside of the proposed
exemption zone, and that the water within the exemption zone is not and will never be used as a drinking
water source. Based on the available site documents, this has not been demonstrated. Our family and
neighbors are concerned with the water quality and/or water quantity of our USDWSs being negatively
affected by the future operations within the proposed aquifer exemption area. In fact, there was oil
bubbling up on our pasture land in the past that was in the local newspaper (See photos in Attachment 3).
This is an indication that our property may in fact be hydraulically connected to the AROF. How can we
be certain that this will not occur again, just based on the assurance from the Division that the geology
will not allow for this to happen? To our knowledge, there have been no substantial studies prepared for
FM O&G with respect to groundwater flow modeling performed by a third party. The report provided in
Appendix A7f (CHG, 2009) focused on the Pismo Creek stream flow and Pismo Creek Valley alluvial
groundwater as it relates to supply for agriculture on the King Ventures Spanish Springs North and South
Ranches. This information was intended to assist with determining a protocol for a future water
management program. Has this information been used to develop a more detailed groundwater flow
modeling analysis? Has there been a detailed water management program developed from this
information? 1t is the responsibility of the applicant to assure the public that the proposed expanded
operations will not negatively affect the surrounding communities and their drinking water supplies. There
are significant drinking water sources within the project vicinity. Please refer to Figure 2 in Attachment 1
for the locations of the concerned parties and USDW locations, there are many more not shown on this
map. in fact, CHG (2015) indicates there are 53 water supply wells within a one mile radius of the Arroyo
Grande Oilfield. It is indicated in CHG (2015) that the subsurface hydraulic connection between the Edna
sub basin and Price Canyon water-bearing zones is restricted by fauiting and folding, which act as
barriers to groundwater flow. However, it also states that when aquifers of the Edna Valley are fully
saturated, subsurface flow into Price Canyon may occur through alluvial deposits. Has there been a
groundwater flow model for the region, specifically for the properties with USDWs? Has this model been
validated with real time data? We understand that the Division feels that given the current geologic
stratification that we will not be affected; however, there is not enough information on our specific
properties to give us the feeling that we will be safe. We request that additional comprehensive

groundwater studies be performed by a qualified hydrogeologist or groundwater engineer on the
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proposed aquifer exemption area, within the AROF, our specific properties, and our neighboring

properties which include the following (See Figure 2, Attachment 1):

. San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

. San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy

. San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

. San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

. Arroyo Grande, CA 93420
Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy

. Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

* ! Ex.6- Personal Privacy San Luis Obispo, CA 93420

* : Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy EA“’O}/O Grande, CA 93420

e | Ex.6-Personal Privacy | Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

* E Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy EAWOYO Grande, CA 93420

Comment #7A: ltis the responsibility of the applicant to demonstrate the baseline water quality
conditions in drinking water wells surrounding the proposed aquifer exemption area and subsequently
monitor these wells for the life of the project into the foreseeable future. In the FM O&G aquifer exemption
application, there is no water quality data for any wells within the 1-mile radius. Appendix G 1-1 presents
a review of DWR Well Completion Reports for wells within one-mile radius of the Freeport-McMoRan
Arroyo Grande Oil Field (CHG, 2015). There is no water quality data for any of these wells. The only
water quality data made available in the application is from the URS (2014) memo analyzing Well No. 1
(W-1) located on the northern portion of the Freeport-McMoRan property on the east side of Price
Canyon Road. This well is located approximately 3,500 feet to the northwest of our property as shown in
Figure 2. One static data point of groundwater quality data is not a statistically sufficient data (nor is it
spatially acceptable) to provide an indication or demonstrate the water quality for the region. Similarly,
there are no groundwater quality data provided within the proposed aquifer exemption area to show that
the aquifer does not meet the drinking water standard criteria required for an aquifer exemption as stated

in 40 CFR 146 .4.

To our knowledge, there have been no comprehensive monitoring programs, setup to determine baseline
concentrations for the existing USDWs within the northern portion of the AROF project limits or general
vicinity of the proposed aquifer exemption area. Appendix | 1-2 provides the Monitoring Wells Map
showing three wells to the North near our parcel and more monitoring wells to the south. However, there

has been no comprehensive monitoring program on any of the residential water supply wells or USDWSs.
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It is the responsibility of the applicant to perform sufficient monitoring on all USDW wells within the vicinity

in order to assure the public that no existing drinking water wells (like ours) are being compromised with
the proposed actions. Without a sufficient groundwater model for the region of all potentially affected
parties with existing USDWs, there is no way to be certain what the effects of the proposed operations will
be, and there are no baseline data available. We understand that the Division feels that given the current
geologic stratification that we will not be affected; however, there is not enough information on our
specific properties to give us the feeling that we will be safe. In fact, our water was tested in 2012 and
was determined to be safe for drinking. Please see Attachment 2 for the water quality and well completion
results conducted on our USDW. We request a more comprehensive groundwater monitoring program
needs to be in place prior to approval of this application by the Division and the Water Boards.
Specifically, we request that additional studies be performed on our properties and our neighboring

properties which include the following:

. San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

. San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy

. San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

. San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

. Arroyo Grande, CA 93420
Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy

. Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

e | Ex. 6-Personal Privacy {San Luis Obispo, CA 93420

[ E EX. 6 - Personal Privacy :AI’I’OyO Grande, CA 93420

. : Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy Arroyo Grande, CA 93420
iArroyo Grande, CA 93420

E Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy

Comment #8A: In the event that our USDW system is compromised by the proposed operations, what
type of financial surety is in place to compensate us or other landowners? Additionally, having the
proposed aquifer exemption area so close to our property boundary will likely lower the real estate value
of our property- what type of compensation is proposed by FM O&G to us and other landowners that are
directly affected by this application request? Have there been any socio-economic studies associated with

the proposed application request?

Comment #9A: We request that a 1,250 foot radius buffer zone be applied to our property where the
Aquifer Exemption Area may not be located. If this cannot be provided, we request some form of

compensation for loss in real estate prices and/or other socioeconomic hardship associated with the
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stigma of having an Aquifer Exemption Area that close to our property boundary. Please see Figure 3 in

Attachment 1 for the proposed buffer area around our property.

Comment #10A: Title Page of Application. The actual title page does not provide the date published nor
does it even specify that this is an aquifer exemption request application. We recommend revising the

document to reflect what it actually is (e.g. an aquifer exemption request application).

Comment #11A: Figure 1 & Figure 1.1 of Application (Page 6 & 7) is difficult to read and is of poor quality
and is not professionally prepared. The small font on the important descriptors of map features is pixilated

and difficult to read. Please revise this map to be legible with large font and clearer.

Comment #12A: There appear to a number of errors provided in the Core Data tables for porosity, grain
density, max hydraulic conductivity, water saturation, and oil saturation where a value 0f -999.25 is

indicated. Please fix this or explain why these errors occur.

Comment #13A: The only water quality data made available in the application is from the URS (2014)
memo analyzing Well No. 1 (W-1) located on the northern portion of the Freeport-McMoRan property on
the east side of Price Canyon Road. Please revise Figure 2 of URS (2014) to include the proposed
aquifer exemption boundary with respect to the well sampled. Additionally, there is no mention of a field
quality assurance/quality control (QA/QC) program for the environmental groundwater monitoring of the
one well. Please revise and provide information on the data validation and QC (i.e. rinsate collection, field
duplicate samples, etc.). There is no mention of the methods and results of the QC analysis in the

technical memorandum itself.

Comment #14A: Appendix | 1a provides the current monitoring well network; however, this section is
poorly presented and lacks any credible presentation of the existing monitoring resuits (i.e. no graphs,
tables, or statistical analysis). Additionally, there are no labels of monitoring locations provided in
Appendix | 1-2. We request that this appendix is revised to better represent the existing data and clearly

label all monitoring locations.

Comment #15A: Page 232 of the Appendices (only) section of the application. It is difficult to read the

tables because of poor formatting.

Comment #16A: it has been documented that water wells inside and outside the oil field limits are
naturally contaminated with hydrocarbons because of the prevalence of the tar accumulations (Freeport-
McMoRan, 2015). This is a broad statement because there was no data collected prior to the initial

development of the oil fields in the early 1900s. Please comment on how you can conclude that these are
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naturally contaminated when the actual oilfield production began in 1906 when no baseline data was

available prior to this time period.

Comment #17A: We recommend that further information is collected on the physical environment within
the AROF and the proposed aquifer exemption area in order to adequately model the rate and direction of
groundwater movement in order to develop a comprehensive environmental monitoring sampling plan. it
is critical that expert knowledge plays an important role when selecting future groundwater monitoring
well locations. A monitoring well in the wrong location is useless for detecting leaks in the system. Based
on available monitoring data, the applicant has not shown that sufficient information is available to
warrant no further monitoring. Please indicate how this will be achieved and by whom (e.g. by the
applicant, the Division, or the EPA.). Please discuss how the target population unit will be defined and
explain how the sampled population will equal the target population. Since there is available information
on the geology a cost-effective sampling plan can be devised. Please describe the proposed sampling

frequency and locations.

Comment #18A: The proposed aquifer exemption application lacks sufficient studies on earthquake or
seismic activity known within the region and the potential effects on the existing groundwater system.

Please explain how this will be achieved.

Comment #19A: The proposed aquifer exemption application lacks sufficient information of the potential
effects of climate change in the region including continued drought or extreme storm events and the

subsequent effects on existing groundwater system

Comment #20A: The EPA suggests specific information for exempting an aquifer under 40 CFR 146.4(b),
including production history of wells in the vicinity of the aquifer, availability of alternative water supplies,
ability of current supplies in the area to meet future needs, costs of treatment, and cost of developing the
water supply from the proposed exemption area. There does not appear to be a Statement of Basis which
is essential to approving any exemption. Please explain why this is not included, and explain how the

applicant will be required to provide this information and resubmit the application.
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ATTACHMENT 1
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1470 Paseo Ladera Lane | 1 Arroyo Grande, CA 93420
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

98 Moore Lane
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420

litle:
& mArroyoGrandeOil Field Boundary PROPOSED BUFFER ZONES
0 1,000 2,000 Existing Aquifer E tion A EXEMPT FROM
N xisting Aquifer Exemption Area AQUIFER EXEMPTION
Prepared for: Prepared by: Location: Figure:
A SAN LUIS OBISPO COUNTY .
o) NATALIE RISNER Project no.: Date: Flgure 3
; ARROYO SEP 2015
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ATTACHMENT 2

USDW WELL INFORMATION

Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy
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DRINKING WATER EVALUATION

"MCL" is Maximum Contaminant Level, the highest acceptable concentration of analyte.
Compare these MCL’s to your results. Acceptable RESULTS are less than the MCL's for
each agalyte. The MCL's are determined by California Department of Health Services. They
are listed in the Code of Regulations, Title 22, Sections 64431 & 64449,

"ANALYTE" is the chemical that is measured.

"UNITS" are in mg/L (ppm). mg/L = milligrams per liter, ppm = parts-per-million,

To convert mg/L to ug/L (ppb): 1 mg/L = 1,000 ug/L. 1 ug/L = 0.001 mg/L.

PRIMARY STANDARDS - INORGANIC CHEMICALS
Primary standards analytes have potential toxic effects when sbove the MCL.

ANALYTE MCL UNITS ANALYIE MCI UNITS
Aluminum 1 mg/1. Fluoride 2 mg/L
Antimony  0.006 mg/L Mercury 0.002 mg/l.
Arsenic 0.01 mg/L Nickel 01 mgl
Barium 1 mg/L Nitrate as NO3 45 mg/L
Beryllium  0.004 mg/L Nitrite 1 mg/L
Cadmium ~ 0.005 mg/L Selenium  0.05 wg/l
Chromium  0.05 mg/L Thalliur 0.002 mg/L
Cyanide 0.15 mg/L :
Asbestos 7 MFL (usually waived in local Counties)
Lead 0.015 mg/L (Federal Action Level at distribution points)
SECONDARY STANDARDS/Consumer Acceptance Limits
ANALYTE MCL UNITS ~ ANALYIE MCL UNITS
Manganese 0.05 mg/L
Color 15 Units MBAS 0.5 mgll
Copper I mg/L Odor 3 Units
Corrosivity  Non-corrosive Silver 01 mgl
Iron 03 gl Tuwbidity 5 Units
MTBE (VOC) 0.005 mg/L Zine 5 mg/L
Thiobencarh 0.001 rog/L (usually required only in Monterey County)

MCL: RECOMMENDED ~ UPPER SHORTTERM  LINITS

Total Dissolved Solids 500 1000 1500 mg/L
Electrical Conductance 900 1600 2200 pmhos/cm
Chloride 250 500 600 mg/L

0@ \ 250 500 600 mg/L

{\& Sulfate
ey Auslytes not listed above have no MCL established, 5o any level is scogptable (lke Sodium).
NOTE; Organic chemicals, solvents, pesticides, herbicides, radioactivity or bacteria are not

included in above tests,

e () %WW ML + 175D oglL
Naphtialont DS P Ackion lavel - 110 gl
MM&:’{U{‘\)SW!\ (RS veleramie Aose : %00 Vg lL..'

pasTe 3O | -
el 15900 INOWay 5/BTS65588  S2:9T  Z107/8E/50
ED_001000_00021547-00018



Oifield Environmental and Compliance, ING. @
""“""--—--""‘"

Amanda Smith

Abalone Coast Analytical, Inc.
141 Suburban, Suite C-1

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401

30 May 2012

RE: Drinking Water Testing Work Order: 1202568

Dear Client:

Enclosed is an analytical report for the above referenced project. The samples included in this report
were received on 18-May-12 14:50 and analyzed in accordance with the attached chain-of-custody.

Unless otherwise noted, all analytical testing was accomplished in accordance with the guidelines
established in our Quality Assurance Manual, applicable standard operating procedures, and other
related documentation. The resulis in this analytical report are limited 1o the samples tested and any
reproduction thereof must be made in its entirety.

If you have any questions regarding this report, please do not hesitate to contact the undersigned.

Sincerely,
woL Ll #
Meredith Sprister
Project Manager
TEL: (805) 922.4772
307 Roemer Way, Suite 300, Santa Maria, CA 93454 WWW.0eCUSA. COMm FAX (BOB) 925-3376
W
pB/ZE 0% 18900 3N wEyY GLBTEEE588 GZ:9T1 Z18Z/0E/50
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Qilfield Environmental and Compliance, INC,

Abalone Coast Analytical, Inc.
141 Suburban, Suite C-1

‘ Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy Reported:
San Luis Obispo CA, 93401

30-May-12 16:18

¥

ANALYTICAL REPORT FOR SAMPLES

[gmple 1D Latboratory 1D Matrix Date Sampled Date Received ' ]
Wwell 1202568-01 Drinking Water 17-May-12 14:15 18-May-12 14:30
Oilfield Brvirenmental and Compliance The reatlts in this report apoly 10 the sampies analvzed in accordance with the chain of

custody document, This analytical report must be reproduced in its entirely,

TEL: (805) 922-4772

307 Roemer Way, Suite 300, Santa Maria, CA 93454 WWW.0BEUSS. COM FAX: (BOB) 925-3376
Page 2 of 9
pE/EE  F0vd 18900 3N0TEY GLETEEGLEE GZ:97 21827088 /4506
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Oilfield Environmental and Compliance, INC.

Abalone Coast Analytical, Inc.
141 Suburban, Suite C-1
$an Luis Obispo CA, 93401

Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy

Reported:
30-May-12 16:18

Well
1202568-01 (Drinking Water)

Analyts Result Repcﬁ';mg Units Dilution  Batch  Prepared  Analyzed — Method Notes
mﬂ
Oilfield Environmental and Compliance
Wet Chemistry by EPA or APHA Standard Methods
Cyanide (total) ND 0.040 mg/l 1 AZ05493  21-May=12 22-May-12 SMA4SO0CN-
C/E
Anjons by EPA Method 300.0
Fluoride ND 040 mg/l 1 A205454 18:-May-12  18-May-12  EPA 3000
Nitrate as NO3 ND 8 " " . " " .
Niu’it@ ag 'N' ND 0‘ 40 H " « " [ "
Metals (Drinking Water) by EPA 200 Series Methods
Aluminum ND 0.050 wmg/L i A208655 29May-12  30-May-12  EPA 2008
Antimony ND 0.0050 " " " ” » .
Arsenic ND 0.0020 v " " " " "
Barium 0.0545 0.0010 " . " o “ "
Beryllium ND 0.0010 " " " “ “ "
Cadmium ND 0.0010 " " " " v "
Chromium 0.0031 0.0020 " " " * " "
Lead ND (.0010 " * " ” # o
Mercury ND 0.00020 " ’ A205681 30-May-12 30-May-12 EPA 2451
Niekel (.0052 0.0010 " " A205685 29-May-12  30-May-12 EPA200.8
Sclenium 0.0028 0.0020 " o " » " -
Thallium 0.0011 0.0010 " N " " " #

Oilfield Environmental and Compliance

The resuits in this report apply to the samples analyzed In accordance with the chain of
custody document. This anaiytical repart must be réproduced in s entirety.

307 Roemer Way, Suite 300, Santa Maria, CA 83454

pE/PE  dENd

L8900 INDTREY

www.0ecusa.com

GLBT864588

TEL: (805) 922-4772
FAX: (806) 925-3376

Page 3of 9

BZ9T TTBZ/0E/50
ED_001000_00021547-00021



asf17/20812 11:36 BR5R9E1 075 SBALONE COAST PaGE B1/83

A

T

Abalone Coast Analytical, Inc
141 Suburban Road, Ste C-1

San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
www.abalonecoastanalvtical.com
info(@abalonecoastanalytical.com

May 17,2012
To Whom it May Concern,
On behalf of Mr. Tobin Risner, Abalone Coast would like to certify

that the water at Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy passed with a
result of ND. or Nof Détéct, tor both Tolifori and E."Coli bacteria.

Thank you for your time,

——
prTa—

Laboratory Director
(805)595-1080

ED_001000_00021547-00022



P&4GE B2/83

ABALONE COAST

BREE951675

as/17/20812 11:38

Abalone Coast Analytical, Inc.
141 Suburban Road, Suite C-1 San Luis Obispo CA, 93401
Pheone: 585-1080 Fax: 595-1080

Order#: 12-2861

DatefTime Rec'd: 5118112 1800

m -Gontact:
” _mmﬁu_mz
Project:
Sample #| Sample Description | Date / Time Analysis Method Result Units Ri. | Completed
-1 Well 1 5M8M2 1500 [MPHN Total Coliform SM 8223 B. ND. 100mL DRI17112
MPN E-colf IDEXX ND, H100mL 0511712
Report Complstion date: 572 Reviewsd:

ND = Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above RL
* Result detected below the RL are estimalted conceniration

Amanda Smith, Lab Director

ED_001000_00021547-00023




PAGE 83/83

ABaLONE CO8ST

36 Be55951875

11:

as/17/2812

Abalone Coast Analytical, Inc.
141 Suburban Road, Suite C-1 San Luis Obispo CA, 83401
Phone: 585-1080 Fax: 595-1080

QOrder #: 12-2882
DatefTime Rec'd: 5/186/12 1800

m Contact:
° “Sampler:
Projest:
Sample #]| Sample Description | Date/ Time Analysis Method Result Units RL | Completed
-1 Well 2 511812 1500 [MPN Tofal Coliform SM 8223 B. ND. 100mL 1 05/17112
MPN E-colf IDEXX ND. £100mL 1 05/17112
Report Completion date: 5MTH2 Reviswed: gﬁ,?

ND = Analyte NOT DETECTED at or above RL
* Result detected below the RL are estimated concentration

Amanda Smith, Lab Dirsctor

ED_001000_00021547-00024



B4/B82/2012 16:12 8654894865 RICHETTIWATER PAGE A1

RICHETTI.COMPLETE SOLUTIONS
147 BRISCO RD

ARROYO GRANDE, CA 93420
805-489-4065 FAX

805-489-4052 OFFICE

>
Yot . Ex.6-Persona | Privacy Erom: ﬁ% /?
= (. AT

Fax; | EX. 6 - Personal Privacy Pages: z

R =
i W '/4/434511 - |

OUrgent [ For Review O] Moase Comment O Ploase Roply O Plaase Rocycloe

/
e TDS /5 Bt 1200 ppm
T fone.  fbhle  fse 20 )¢ Ner
??fumﬁ? &sz p 2o %c« Fore
/Wmﬁ TIPS, TB Ageul  ZoOppm.

% N twoulel B 243 /mo/ﬁ
/Wg{/ms s ok o 744@5;"/5 ViV /%ﬁwﬁé@:
/wa/@"@ /)/g,Mé? A a5 . MZA Groese psmss, 5
T wemld Fe A g Loe  fmens

YE.  OAEL /,%,ﬂgfﬁﬁaf,@fé; /S /5»;;(/54;5

Cotis .
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B4/@2/2812 18:12 86854894065 RICHETTIWATER PAGE B2
I —
~ Assogiates
Engincegkdaboratorics
‘ Cartificate of Analysis
Report Issue Date; 031272012 12:59
Recaived Date: 02/26/2012
Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy Recelved Time: 07:30
Lab SamplelD;  A2B1981-01 Cllemt Project: 12-1180

Sample Date: ORRA20N2 10:54
Sampla Type: Grab

Sample Descrption: Well /12118041

Sampied by: Client
Matrix: Drinking Water

An Employes-Cwiesd Comparny | Anaiyticat Testing | Construction Observation

Environmonka) Englnaering | Gectechnical Enginearirg; | Materials Testing

General Chamistry
RL

Ansiyte Method Repult [N Linis Mt Batch Prepared Analyzet Cusl
Aggrexsive index ‘ 13 ARS8 0BM2M2 oaMan2
Alkulinity ax GuGOS SMZINB a0 20 mgil. 10 ANTITO 0BRA2 w32
Bicartwannte ux Cat0s SM2INE s 30 mg, 0 ARITO CamRR 0302
Camanate ag CaCCs | OEMZAE  ND 3 mpll. W0 AZTD pamRAR 0MOIN2
Hydraxide ag CaCt3 EMZE0B, ND 30 mghl 0 AZATD D322 D3I 2
Chioride EPAXO0 220 50 mgh, AARNES G2 V2612
Conductivilty @ 256 EM25108 1900 10 urhes/om AR5 UIMM2 03012
Langsiler Indux EM 23308 4.8 AZOZEIE  OMEMD 03M2M3

MBAS, Calculstod wn LAS, mol wt 340 EMES00 ND 0050 mgL 1 AQOROBY Q229112 1522 0202012 1522
pH (1} EM A500-H+ RO pH Unts 1 ACR1IE 03IAR 03m1HY

)

PH Temparaturs in *C

Sulfute sx 304 L EPA 500.0 0 mg. S ANRDED ORSM2 QM2

Total Dissoived Solds BM 25400 80 gl 1 A0S O3TIN2 0380512

Metals

Rl

Analtyte Muthoo Regult Rl Linte Mutt Bateh Prapared Anayyzed Qi
Caklum EPAZ007 120 010 mgl 1 A2 cBMIM2 03082
Copper . EPAZDOT  ND QoS0 mgil 1 A0S DBRIM2 DIMBM2
Hardness as cacos S Sgrws 500 041 mgA

Iron EFA 00T T 018 0l mgL 1 AZONZS p3MM2 03MBM2
Magnesiom , EPAZOT . & 010 mph 1 AZOZE OBMNME 080842

ez MatigAnasy EPA 20070081 000 mgl 1 AZDR1ZS COMIAZ oomer2

Potexium EPA2007 B4 20 mgil. 1 AES OImMMZ 0308H2

Siver EPAZOOT  ND o010 mgh 1 AN GIMAR 03K8A2
Sodium EPAZODY  #p 1.9 gl 1 AZDZIZE DROMMS UB0BM2

Zine EPAZ00.7 0,083 0050 mgA, 1 AN 0OIND 030812

AZEN99] FINAL 03122012 1289
1414 Stanistaus Street Fresno, CA 93708 (55%) 497 2088 FAX {B5D) 4856835 www Beklabe.com

_Pagedofiz
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FARM SUPPLY

Pump Test Report
Customer Ex. 6 - Personal Privacy Date: 6-15-12
Address
City and State SAN LUIS OBISPO, CA 93401
Location of Test same
Test Information: ‘
Time Pumping Level G.P.M
11.00AM 59° 5
1115 64 5
1130 69’ 5
1145 77 5
1200PM 84’ 5
1215 85 5
1230 86’ 5
1245 87 5
100 87°6” 5
130 87°6” 5
200 87°6” 5
230 87°6” 5
300 87°6” 5
Well Information:
Well Size 8» Well Depth 147’
Test pump size 7 S410 Pump Setting 140°
Standing Level 59’
Hours of Running 4
Test Started  1100am Shut Down 300pm
Recovery 38° in 30min
Additional Information:
TESTED BY JIM BUSTAMATE

B\

‘Ben Thompdén
Pump Department Manager

S

A FARMER OWNED COOPERATIVE

224 Tank Farm Road, Post Office Box 111, San Luis Obispo, CA 93406 « 805.543.3751
Also serving you in Arroyo Grande, Buellton, Paso Robles, and Santa Maria

ED_001000_00021547-00027



ATTACHMENT 3

JULY 1981
TRIBUNE ARTICLE ON OIL BUBBLING AT PROPERTY

ED_001000_00021547-00028
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